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The “Staffing in the CGIAR” 2003 HR Survey is part
of a series designed to provide feedback and data to senior management for assessing how
well the CGIAR is meeting its goals for gender balance and diversity in its workforce. Survey
results show a continuing improvement during almost a decade but recognize areas where
progress has been lagging. Data in the survey is categorized according to 11 “staff groups” that
represent the various types and levels of job functions within the Future Harvest Centers.
One of the most positive messages of the 2003 HR Survey is that the CGIAR is doing well
in ensuring diversity across its workforce. Within every grade of the Scientist staff group,
comprising the people who lead and take responsibility for the scientific programs, the
majority were from developing countries (referred to in this report as “Part 2” countries).
There was a particularly high proportion of scientists of Part 2 origin in the lower grades of
the Scientist staff group, reflecting the CGIAR’s role not only in carrying out science pro-
grams, but also in developing the careers of scientists from developing countries.
By most criteria relating to diversity of origin, the CGIAR appears to be in a healthy state.
Looking at the system-wide numbers as of April 2003, 91 percent of the 7,651 staff mem-
bers were from Part 2 countries and 85 percent were nationally recruited. This was main-
tained amidst a system-wide 2.5 percent reduction in staff between 2001 and 2003.
The situation relating to gender balance is, in contrast, disappointing.Women made up only
27 percent of the staff of Future Harvest Centers. They were well represented in adminis-
trative positions (50 percent) and, not surprisingly, in secretarial positions (82 percent).
They also filled a reasonable proportion of positions as information specialists (40 percent),
corporate service managers (35 percent), information and communication technologies
staff (34 percent), and science support professionals (33 percent). However they were poor-
ly represented in the principal staff groups. Only 20 percent of the scientist positions and
9 percent of the Center management positions were filled by women.
The poor representation of women in the latter two staff groups clearly is not from want
of trying to improve. Between 1995 and the time of the survey in April 2003, the CGIAR
shrank by more than 20 percent but succeeded in raising the proportion of internationally
recruited women by 26 percent. In addition, although the overall staff size and the total
number of women employed decreased, the CGIAR managed not only to preserve the pro-
portion of women staff but to slightly improve it. In April 2003, women comprised 27 per-
cent of the CGIAR workforce, compared to 24 percent in 1995.
Nevertheless, detailed analysis of the distribution of women scientists across the grades in
the scientist career structure presents a depressing picture: the proportion of women
decreased significantly as grade seniority increased. Women scientists comprised 35 per-
cent of Associate Scientists, but only 7 percent of Principal Scientists. The situation was
exacerbated for women scientists of Part 2 origin.
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The Center Management staff group (Deputy Directors General, research program heads,
etc.) decreased by 30 percent in the 20 months preceding the survey. However, the impact
of this shrinkage on women was to reduce their number by 50 percent. Only 9 percent of
Center management was female in 2003. Coupled with the overview of women in the Sci-
entist staff group, this indicates an urgent need for CGIAR leadership to take stock and
develop both operational and strategic initiatives to address the gender-balance issue. If
gender balance is to be improved, particularly within Scientist and Center Management
staff groups, Future Harvest Centers need to offer a viable career structure and an adequate
number of role models and mentors to attract women scientists.
Some significant career support mechanisms already exist, including leadership training and
a pilot mentoring program which target both women and staff of Part 2 origin. However,
these initiatives alone will not be sufficient. They represent an investment in the mid-term
future but they offer no solution for the current shortfall.
Another issue revealed by this survey was the discovery that many Centers have difficulty
identifying the reasons why staff depart voluntarily or why their contracts are not renewed.
This is a strategic issue affecting all staff, irrespective of their gender or origin. If an organ-
ization does not know why its staff members choose to leave, how can it assess its 
organizational practices intended to enhance retention? If an organization does not review
the reasons contracts are not renewed, how can it assess the adequacy of its HR practices
relating to performance management?  
Conclusion
AS IS EVIDENT FROM THIS SURVEY, a very high proportion of the CGIAR is drawn from
developing countries. The CGIAR has achieved excellent diversity among staff groups where
international recruitment is the norm. However, while the CGIAR continues to increase the
proportion of women among its internationally recruited staff, the proportion of women
across its entire workforce needs to increase. In particular, attention needs to be focused on












1.1 The 2003 HR Survey is the sixth in a series of staff population surveys conducted
during the past 12 years. The surveys have been designed to provide significant feed-
back and data about the extent to which the CGIAR is meeting its goals of achiev-
ing gender and diversity balance across its workforce.
1.2 These goals are based on recognition that a diverse workforce can offer many pow-
erful benefits, including:
 increased creativity;
 enhanced organizational learning;
 improved interaction with diverse partners and networks;
 broader access to stakeholders and donors;
 more rapid response to external change; and 
 contribution to social justice and equity.
1.3 These benefits would be valuable to almost any type of organization but they are
particularly valuable to scientific organizations. As such, they are essential for the
CGIAR because the Future Harvest Centers work in collaboration with partners, their
geographic areas of activity are expansive and they have a diverse range of end-users
for their developments. The Centers should consider skills in optimizing gender and
diversity balance as core, organizational competencies comparable in importance to
their skills in science and development.
1.4 In 2001 a “Diversity in Action” e-conference was held for Directors General and their
teams. The participants worked together to create a vision statement of how they
felt a gender and diversity focus would support the CGIAR in a changing world. Their
vision statement included a description of the desirable organization culture, two
components of which were:
 attracting and retaining the world’s best women and men, and
 encouraging the recruitment and promotion of under-represented groups.
1.5 The principal purpose of the 2003 HR Survey is to assist senior management in
assessing how well it is achieving the objectives of that gender and diversity vision.
This discussion paper provides an overview of the CGIAR with only limited reference
to individual Centers. Complementary Center-specific reports have been requested
by individual Centers so they can assess how their achievements compare with the
CGIAR system as a whole and identify and focus on issues that are gender and diver-
sity priorities for their Centers.
1.6 This discussion paper is, of course, a public document. It records both the successes
the CGIAR has achieved in relation to gender and diversity, and the ongoing chal-
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lenges. It is characteristic of the CGIAR’s commitment to achieving gender and diver-
sity balance that it is prepared to share this information – not only the good news,
but news of the difficulties it is encountering.
Previous surveys
1.7 Surveys were conducted by the CGIAR’s Gender Staffing Program (the forerunner of
the Gender and Diversity Program) in 1991, 1994 and 1997. Those surveys gathered
data about the women and men among the internationally-recruited staff (IRS). The
CGIAR Gender and Diversity Program conducted surveys in 1999 and 2001. Consis-
tent with the earlier surveys, the 1999 survey was focused on IRS. However the 2001
survey encompassed all staff in the CGIAR, both the IRS and the nationally recruited
staff (NRS).
Scope of the 2003 HR Survey
1.8 As with the 2001 Survey, the 2003 HR Survey covered all staff in the CGIAR: IRS, NRS
and the intermediate regionally recruited staff (RRS) category adopted by some Cen-
ters. In order to provide a more comprehensive picture of the CGIAR, the 2003 HR
Survey also presented basic gender and diversity information about senior leadership
of the system: Directors General and Boards of Trustees.
1.9 The 2003 HR Survey focused primarily on gender and diversity staffing issues but
also included broader aspects of managing and developing people. Some observa-
tions made in this report look at improvements in HR practices that could not only
enhance gender and diversity management but could potentially enhance manage-
ment of the CGIAR’s entire workforce.
Categorization of staff
1.10 A significant innovation with this survey has been the use of a new system that cat-
egorizes “staff groups”, primarily in terms of their job functions (scientist, technician,
Center managers, etc.) more so than by the classification of their employment
(IRS/RRS/NRS).
1.11 The new categorization system, summarized in Chapter 2, provides accurate infor-
mation about the demographics of the major staff groups within the CGIAR, partic-
ularly those staffed mainly by NRS. It also differentiates more precisely between
research scientists and those scientists who have no significant roles in the concep-
tual aspects of programs and primarily provide professional support to researchers.
1.12 The new categorization system clarifies the apparent misconception, or oversimpli-
fication, that the term (and number of) “IRS” is almost synonymous with “scien-
tists/researchers”. As the Figures 1A and 1B show:
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 only 71 percent of IRS were in the Scientist staff group (excluding Post-doctor-
al Fellows); this percentage rose to 87 percent when the Center Management
staff group was added, and
 IRS scientists comprised only 80 percent of the total population in the Scientist
staff group; the other 20 percent comprised RRS and NRS scientists.
FIGURE 1A IRS: distribution by job function
FIGURE 1B Scientists: distribution by employment category
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Comparisons with earlier surveys
1.13 While the emphasis of the 2003 HR Survey was to present data in the context of
staff function, some key data was presented in the former IRS/RRS/NRS context, to
enable comparisons with previous surveys (see Chapter 3).
1.14 For consistency with previous surveys, Post-doctoral Fellows continued to be report-
ed as IRS. However it is arguable that they could have been reported as an entirely
separate category, as their employment conditions generally were quite different
from mainstream IRS appointments.
Limitations
1.15 Regrettably, despite substantial efforts by staff across the Centers to provide the
enormous amount of data requested, there were still some incomplete individual
staff records at the time this report was finalized.
1.16 To ensure these records are not overlooked, the number of missing records in each











The CGIAR in 2003:
an overview
Total staff
2.1 As of April 2003, the CGIAR had 7,651 staff members, excluding Directors General.
This represented a 2.5 percent reduction in staff since the August 2001 Survey.
Directors General
2.2 Note that the content of Chapters 2-8 excludes Directors General, whose details are
presented in Chapter 9.
Job Function: categorization of staff
2.3 In the 2003 HR Survey, Centers were asked to categorize staff members according to
their job functions. There were eleven optional staff groups.
Center includes the level of management immediately below Director General,
Management including Deputy Directors General, Directors of major programs,
research program heads, and heads of administration.
Scientist those who initiate, develop, lead and carry out science projects, and who 
initiate, develop and sustain partnerships with their Center’s collaborators.
Science Support those who work in programs to provide scientific and technical sup-
Professional port to scientists, and have graduate training and professional expert-
ise in their discipline.
Science Support those who work in programs to provide technical support to scientists 
Technician in  laboratory or field activities, and typically have technical training 
to diploma level or equivalent.
Corporate Service those who manage the delivery of a major specialist administrative 
Manager service, such as finance or HR, or technical services such as comput-
ing or engineering, or a significant general service.
Administrator those who provide specialist administrative support requiring knowl-
edge of a relevant administrative discipline.
Secretary those who provide administrative and secretarial support for a man-
ager or group of staff.
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Information those who undertake specialized information search, creation,
Specialist retrieval, analysis, and presentation and delivery activities. Their work
extends across a range of professional information categories includ-
ing information management, knowledge management, journalism,
librarianship, Web development and graphic arts.
ICT Services those who develop information and communication technology (ICT)
facilities and provide technical support for staff using those facilities.
General Services those who provide routine support in engineering trades, transport,
catering, stores and similar services.
Other includes staff who do not fit into the above categories.
2.4 The distribution of staff across these functional groups is shown in Figure 2A. It is
notable that 44 percent of staff members were directly engaged in science programs
(the sum of the top four bars). This is significant for two reasons.
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2.5 First, each Center is an independent corporate entity and requires corporate man-
agement resources consistent with that independence. Second, the geographic loca-
tion of most Centers typically requires high levels of self-sufficiency. Whereas
research organizations in developed countries can outsource many of their adminis-
trative and service requirements, most Future Harvest Centers have only limited
opportunities to outsource such services. This is reflected in the relatively high pro-
portion of general services staff (20 percent).
2.6 Consequently the fact that 44 percent of the CGIAR’s staff members were directly
engaged in core activities and another 6 percent worked in information services and
ICT is seen as particularly notable.
Diversity
2.7 While diversity encompasses a broad range of factors (including gender), earlier
CGIAR HR surveys concentrated mainly on tracking staff by region of origin, follow-
ing the system used at that time by the World Bank.
Staff of Part 1 origin
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FIGURE 2B Staff across the CGIAR: diversity, gender and employment category
14
2.8 The World Bank has since changed its categorization system but this survey retains
the former system in order to maintain consistency and facilitate comparisons with
previous surveys. Thus, throughout this report:
 Part 1 countries are defined as providers of donor funding to developing coun-
tries, comprising a number of countries within Europe and North America and
including Australia and New Zealand;
 Part 2 countries are defined as recipients of grants and loans.
2.9 The distribution of staff across the CGIAR in terms of regions of origin appears in Fig-
ure 2B. Of the total staff in Future Harvest Centers, 9 percent originated from Part 1
countries and 91 percent from Part 2 countries. Diversity issues are explored in more
detail in Chapter 4.
Gender
2.10 Figure 2B also shows 73 percent of the total staff in the Future Harvest Centers were
men, and 27 percent were women. This is almost identical to the corresponding pro-
portions in August 2001 and indicates that the reduction in total staff during the 20
months between the two surveys was shared between women and men in their orig-
inal proportion. Gender issues are explored in this report in more detail in Chapter 5.
Employment category
2.11 Of the total staff members in Future Harvest Centers (refer also Figure 2B):
 14 percent were employed under internationally-recruited conditions (IRS),
 1 percent were employed under regionally-recruited conditions (RRS), and
 85 percent were employed under nationally-recruited conditions (NRS).
These data are put in better perspective by relating them to the function of the var-
ious staff groups. This detail is provided in Table 3 in Annex C.
Geographic distribution
2.12 CGIAR staff members were based in 70 countries. The largest staff groupings (i.e.
countries where more than 50 staff members are located) are shown in Figure 2C.
2.13 Figure 2C also illustrates the four groupings within the countries that hosted the
largest groups of staff.
 Very large groups (700-900 staff): Nigeria (852), India (806), the Philippines
(790), and Colombia (746). All these countries hosted a Center headquarters.
 Large groups (300-600 staff): Mexico (560), Kenya (525), Syria (446), Ethiopia
(407), and Peru (385). With the exception of Ethiopia, all these countries host-
ed a Center headquarters; Kenya hosted two Center headquarters.
 Medium groups (100-200 staff): Sri Lanka (168), USA (159), Indonesia (156),
Uganda (147), Ivory Coast (132), and Malaysia (109). With the exception of
Uganda, all these countries hosted a Center headquarters.
 Moderate groups (50-100 staff): Egypt (95), Zimbabwe (89), Niger (81), Pakistan
(81), Italy (76), Bangladesh (66), the Netherlands (60), and Malawi (59). Two of
these countries (Italy and the Netherlands) hosted CGIAR headquarters.
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2.14 In addition to the regional groups shown in Figure 2C, there were also small groups
of from 20 to 50 staff members in Thailand (39), Mali (39), Zambia (37), South Africa
(33), Uzbekistan (33), Senegal (31), Nepal (21), and France (20). Another four coun-
tries had between ten and 19 staff members, six countries had between five and nine
staff members, and 26 countries had three or fewer staff members.
Staff bases
2.15 Of the total CGIAR staff, 68 percent worked from the headquarters of their respective
Centers.Another 14 percent worked from regional offices; 6 percent from each of sub-
regional offices or country offices; and 4 percent from field offices (see Figure 2D).
FIGURE 2C Geographic distribution of CGIAR staff (countries with more than 50 staff)

























FIGURE 2D Staff bases 
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3.1 Earlier surveys categorized staff according to two main employment categories, i.e.
whether they were recruited internationally or nationally. They also analyzed the
gender and diversity proportions within those two categories.
3.2 In addition, those earlier surveys subdivided the two categories:
 in the case of IRS, into various groups, some of which combined scientists, sup-
port professionals and administrators, and included a group for post-doctoral
fellows, and 
 in the case of NRS, the 2001 Survey subdivided according to various functional
groups such as managers/supervisors, professional staff.
Changes were analyzed based on those groups.
Current survey
3.3 As explained earlier, the 2003 HR Survey focused primarily on staff functional groups
rather than their employment conditions. However, to facilitate comparisons with
earlier surveys, data in this chapter has been aggregated on the same basis as, or as
closely as possible to, those earlier surveys. Details of the aggregation logic appear
in Annex B.
3.4 It should be noted that during the survey period, the number of alternative employ-
ment conditions increased to three with the RRS category added to the original IRS
and NRS categories.
Total staff
3.5 As of April 2003, the Future Harvest Centers’ staff totaled 7,651. Staff distribution
across employment conditions and gender is summarized in Table 3A. It is notable that:
 total CGIAR staff decreased by 2.5 percent between August 2001 and April
2003,
 the brunt of this was born by the NRS, which decreased by 4.8 percent,
 in comparison, the IRS category grew by 1.1 percent (11 staff members),
 the gender group most substantially affected was NRS men, which appeared to
decrease by 6.5 percent (the real shrinkage is probably slightly less than this fig-
ure because gender details were not provided for 0.6 percent of NRS),
 the proportion of NRS women decreased by 3.0 percent,
 the proportion of IRS men remained virtually unchanged, and 
 the only significant proportional increase was IRS women, which increased by
2.7 percent, although this percentage represents only five women.
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TABLE 3A Summary of staff changes, 1 Jan 1995 to 30 April 2003
1995 2001 2003
Employment total % of total % of % change* total % of % change*
category total staff 95-2001 total 2001-03
IRS women 148 1.5% 182 2.3% 23.0% 187 2.4% +2.7%
IRS men 941 9.7% 840 10.7% -10.7% 841 11.0% +0.1%
IRS gender 0 0% 0 0% 0% 5 0.07% N.A.
unknown
Total IRS 1,089 11.2% 1,022 13.0% -6.2% 1,033 13.5% +1.1%
RRS women N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. 18 0.2% N.A.
RRS men N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. 83 1.1% N.A.
RRS gender N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. 2 0.03% N.A
unknown
Total RRS N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. N.E. 103 1.3% N.A.
NRS women 2,190 22.6% 1,906 24.3% -13.0% 1,849 24.2% -3.0%
NRS men 6,429 66.2% 4,923 62.7% -23.4% 4,604 60.2% -6.5%
NRS gender 0 0% 0 0% 0% 47 0.6% N.A.
unknown
Total NRS 8,619 88.8% 6,829 87.0% -20.8% 6,500 85.0% -4.8%
Employment 0 0% 0 0% 0% 15 0.2% N.A.
conditions details
unavailable
Grand total 9,708 100% 7,851 100% -19.1% 7,651 100% -2.5%
Notes: * within employment category
N.A.: not applicable
N.E.: this category did not exist at times of survey
Distribution of staff by function
3.6 The distribution of staff by job function, within IRS/RRS/NRS employment categories respec-
tively is summarized in Table 3B. However, before turning to this table, it is important to recog-
nize its limitations.
3.7 As paragraph 3.3 explains, data in this chapter has been aggregated on the same basis as, or as
closely as possible to, earlier surveys in order to facilitate comparisons. However, even though there
is a close correlation between categorization systems used in 2001 and 2003 in the IRS category,
the correlation is not as close in the NRS category. Consequently readers are counseled against plac-
ing too much weight on 2001-2003 comparisons in the NRS category. It is also significant that this
category includes 786 staff (12 percent of NRS) for whom position or grade data was unavailable.
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TABLE 3B IRS/NRS/RRS changes by position level, 1995-2003
Employment category/ 1995 2001 2003               % change
position level 2001-03
Internationally number % IRS number %IRS number % IRS
Recruited Staff
1  DDGs and Directors 82 8% 75 7% 53 5% -29%
2  Research Program/ 176 16% 135 13% 93 9% -31%
Admin heads
3  Principal scientists 181 17% 120 12% 152 15% +27%
4  Senior scientists/ 292 27% 213 21% 272 26% +28%
support professionals
5  Scientists/support 193 18% 246 24% 204 20% -17%
professionals
6  Associate scientists/ 151 14% 144 14% 128 12% -11%
professionals
7  Post-doctoral fellows 14 1% 89 9% 93 9% +4%
No position/grade data 0 0 38 4%
Total IRS 1,089 1,022 1,033 +1%
Regionally  number % RRS number % RRS number % RRS
Recruited Staff
4  Senior scientists 0 0 58 56% N.A.
5  Scientists/support 0 0 25 24% N.A.
professionals
6  Associate scientists/ 0 0  10 10% N.A.
professionals
No position/grade data 0 0 10 10% N.A.
Total RRS 0 0 103
Nationally number % NRS number % NRS number % NRS
Recruited Staff
1  Managers/supervisors 464 5% 368 5% 378 6% N.C.
2  Senior researchers  532 6% 466 7% 319 5% N.C.
(MSc or above)
3  Other researchers/  1,703 20% 1,363 20% 1,378 21% N.C.
technicians
4  Professional staff  1,612 19% 1,412 21% 1,239 19% N.C.
(incl. admin, finance,
IT, bilingual secretaries)
5  Other admin staff 2,543 30% 2,149 31% 1,742 27% N.C.
and support services
6  Field labor 1,341 16% 1,071 16% 658 10% N.C.
No position/grade data 424 5% 786 12% N.A.
Total NRS 8,619 6,829 6,500 -5 %
Other missing records 0 0 15
Grand Total all staff 9,708 7,851 7,651 -2.5%
Notes: N.C.: not calculated, because of the disparity between the 2001 and 2003 staff classification systems respectively, and the high proportion of “no 
position/grade” data.
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3.8 The overall staffing trends in terms of employment categories across the CGIAR from
1995-2003 are shown in Figure 3A.
FIGURE 3A Staffing trends 1995 – 2003: IRS, RRS and NRS
IRS trends
3.9 The changes within the various groups comprising the IRS category are shown in Fig-
ure 3B. Note that using the term groups signifies the data are based on designations
used in earlier surveys for defining staff groups, as opposed to the term grades used
in the 2003 HR Survey. For instance:
 in the 2003 Survey, the “Senior Scientist” grade refers solely to scientists, i.e.
those who have a significant conceptual role in relation to their projects, where-
as
 in the 2001 (and earlier) surveys, the corresponding group was termed “Senior
Scientists, Support Professionals, Administrators”.
Consequently the 2001 group included not only scientists at the senior scientist
grade, but also senior support professionals and administrators of comparable rank.






















































3.10 In contrast with the 1 percent net growth of the IRS category, there were significant
reductions in the two Center management groups:
 Deputy Director General, Director, and comparable grade positions (-29 per-
cent), and
 Research program and administrative heads, and comparable grade positions 
(-31 percent).
FIGURE 3B Staffing trends 1995-2003: IRS groups
3.11 Conversely, there were significant increases in the principal scientist group (+27 per-
cent) and in the senior scientist group (+28 percent). There was a marked reduction
in the scientist group (–17 percent), and a lesser reduction in the associate scientist
group (-11 percent).
3.12 The number of post-doctoral fellows (93) was 4 percent greater than in 2001.




















4.1 Traditionally, the principal indicator of diversity in surveys such as this has been staff
region of origin. Comparisons have been drawn between the proportion of staff orig-
inating in Part 1 countries versus Part 2 countries.
4.2 As mentioned in Chapter 2, of the total staff in Future Harvest Centers, 9 percent
originated in Part 1 countries and 91 percent originated in Part 2 countries. Howev-
er, in most Centers, a high level of representation from Part 2 countries is almost
automatic. Many host country agreements require the recruitment of support staff
from that country. Consequently, the majority of support staff in a Center office in a
Part 2 country will be of Part 2 origin.
4.3 This is particularly evident from Figure 4A, which shows the relative distribution of
staff in the various functional categories, in terms of their region of origin.
FIGURE 4A Staff groups: diversity of origin
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4.4 Looking at the entire population of IRS staff (including post-doctoral fellows), the
balance slightly favored staff of Part 2 origin (50.6 percent). This was an improve-
ment over the 48.6 percent recorded in 2001.
4.5 Although IRS was represented across several staff groups, it was only in two staff
groups where international recruitment was either the norm (Center Management
staff group) or represented the major component (Scientist staff group). Conse-
quently the best indicators of the CGIAR’s success in achieving a diverse workforce
among its international recruits lie in these two staff groups.
4.6 The overall situation within these two groups, which together comprise 87 percent
of IRS, is depicted in Figure 4B.
FIGURE 4B Main IRS staff groups/grades: diversity of origin
4.7 It is evident from Figure 4B that there was a fairly even distribution of staff from Part
1 and Part 2 countries in the Center Management and Scientist staff groups. The
most notable departures from the average were:
 at the Post-doctoral Fellow and Associate Scientist grades, where staff originat-
ing in Part 2 countries filled about 20 percent more positions than their coun-
terparts from Part 1 countries, and
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 at the Scientist grade, where the disparity was of a similar scale, but reversed in
favor of staff originating in Part 1 countries.
4.8 The favorable situation for Part 2 countries among Post-doctoral Fellow and Associ-
ate Scientist grades is quite appropriate. It is highly desirable for CGIAR Centers to
provide an opportunity for younger scientists from Part 2 countries to develop their
expertise as a springboard to their future careers.
4.9 The reverse situation at the Scientist grade is not so reassuring. However, the balance
was even at the Senior Scientist grade, and slightly favored staff of Part 2 origin at
Principal Scientist grade.
4.10 There was also a disparity within the Center Management staff group. In both grades
comprising this staff group, staff originating in Part 2 countries filled about 10 per-
cent fewer positions than their counterparts from Part 1 countries.
Conclusions
4.11 The CGIAR appeared quite healthy from a system-wide diversity perspective. The
2003 HR Survey showed a very high proportion of staff originating from developing
countries. In those staff groups where international recruitment is the norm, the bal-
ance slightly favored staff originating in Part 2 countries, representing an improve-
ment since the 2001 Survey.
4.12 Where there was a bias, it significantly favored staff originating in Part 2 countries in
the early-career grades. The bias was reversed for the lower/mid-career grades and




5.1 Of the total staff in Future Harvest Centers in April 2003, 73 percent were men and
27 percent were women. This was almost identical to the corresponding proportions
in August 2001 and indicated that the reduction in total staff during the 20 months
between surveys was shared equally by women and men.
Gender distribution across staff groups
5.2 The number of staff, by gender and across staff functional groups appears in Figure
5A. Only one staff group, Administrator, had approximately equal distribution
between women and men. Predictably, in the Secretary staff group, women signifi-
cantly outnumbered men. In all other categories, men outnumbered women.
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5.3 The gender balance across staff groups is presented quite clearly in Figure 5B.
Approximately 27 percent of Centers’ staff members are women. Using this as a
guide, the situation of women is better than average in the following categories
(other than the Administrator and Secretary staff groups mentioned above):
 Information Specialist (40 percent women),
 Corporate Service Manager (35 percent women),
 ICT Services (34 percent women), and
 Science Support Professional (33 percent women).
FIGURE 5B Staff groups: gender distribution
5.4 Conversely, the proportion of women was significantly less in the Science Support
Technician staff group (14 percent) and General Services staff group (8 percent).
These two categories significantly affect the overall ratio, because they are the two
largest groups in the CGIAR, comprising almost 40 percent of total staff.
5.5 It is also notable that the proportion of women was also significantly less than aver-
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Gender distribution across Centers
5.6 As is evident from Figure 5C, women represented 50 percent or higher of the work-
force in three Centers: IFPRI (55 percent), IPGRI (51 percent), and ISNAR (50 percent).
Notably, these Centers were headquartered in countries where a highly educated
female workforce was available. Conversely, women represented fewer than 20 per-
cent of the workforce in two Centers: IITA (17 percent) and WARDA (14 percent).
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Distribution of staff by gender and employment conditions
5.7 There was considerable disparity between the proportion of women employed as IRS
or NRS. Women comprised 28 percent of NRS, but only 18 percent of IRS. While
women represented 32 percent of RRS, this is probably less significant, since RRS rep-
resented such a small proportion (1.3 percent) of total CGIAR employment.
Conclusions
5.8 While the 2003 HR Survey shows the CGIAR to be quite healthy from a system-wide
diversity perspective, the same cannot be said about gender balance. First, only 27
percent of total staff were women. Against the yardstick that people display minor-
ity behavior when they comprise less than 30 percent of the population, eight Cen-
ters fell below this desirable minimum proportion.
5.9 In the Scientist Staff Group, women comprised only 20 percent. An analysis of the
gender balance in this key group (further explained in Chapter 6) indicates that the
staffing situation for women scientists is quite serious. The gender imbalance was
even more pronounced in the Center Management staff group (further explained in
Chapter 8).
5.10 Apart from the Scientist and Center Management staff groups, the next most obvi-




































Scientists in the CGIAR 
6.1 Without wishing to imply relative value of the various staff groups in the CGIAR, the
Scientist staff group is one of the two key staff groups in the CGIAR (the other group
being Center Management). All other staff groups exist primarily to provide support
to scientists. Consequently the CGIAR must be knowledgeable and informed about
the composition of this group.
Overview
6.2 Key details for the Scientist staff group are the following:
 925 staff members were in this category, including 93 Post-doctoral Fellows,
representing 12 percent of the total staff of the CGIAR,
 82 percent were employed as IRS, 4 percent as RRS and 14 percent as NRS,
 58 percent were of Part 2 origin, and
 20 percent were women.
Classification profile
6.3 The Scientist staff group includes staff from five classification grades: Principal Sci-
entist, Senior Scientist, Scientist, Associate Scientist, and Post-doctoral Fellow. The
number of staff at each of these grades is shown in Figure 6A.
6.4 In terms of proportions, Post-doctoral Fellows comprised 10 percent of staff in the Sci-
entist staff group. Associate Scientists comprised 20 percent, and staff at the Scientist
grade 28 percent. The proportion of staff at Senior Scientist grade was similar at 26
percent, and the number of Principal Scientists predictably was lower, at 16 percent.
FIGURE 6A Scientist staff group: number of staff by grades
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Diversity
6.5 The diversity of origin at the various grades in the Scientist staff group is shown in
Figure 6B. It shows a balance that slightly favors staff originating in Part 2 countries.
There is a significant bias in the grades of Post-doctoral Fellow and, particularly,
Associate Scientist towards scientists originating in Part 2 countries.
FIGURE 6B Scientist staff group: distribution by grade and region of origin
6.6 It will be noted that this profile shows better diversity balance than the similar Fig-
ure 4B. This is because Figure 4B depicts only IRS members of the Scientist staff
group, whereas Figure 6B reflects the entire population of the Scientist staff group.
Gender
6.7 Figure 6C presents a corresponding picture to Figure 6B, but focusing on gender bal-
ance. As is immediately obvious, there is a very significant imbalance which increas-
es with grade from Associate Scientist through Principal Scientist, i.e. the higher the
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FIGURE 6C Scientist staff group: distribution by grade and gender
Scientist Career Structure
6.8 The career structure within the Scientist staff group in the CGIAR effectively is
restricted to the four most senior grades. This is because Post-doctoral Fellows, who
represent the lowest level of the career structure for scientists in the generic sense,
are usually required to leave their Centers at the end of their fellowships.
6.9 Further career advancement potentially exists for some scientists into the Center
Management staff group.
6.10 Of the 832 scientists in the Scientist career structure (excluding Post-doctoral Fel-
lows), 162 (19 percent) were women. It is notable from Figure 6C that from the grade
of Associate Scientist upwards, the number of scientist positions held by women pro-
gressively declined. At the Associate Scientist grade, women held 35 percent of posi-
tions.At the Scientist grade, this decreased to 21 percent; to 15 percent at Senior Sci-
entist grade; and then is reduced by half, to 7 percent, at the Principal Scientist grade.
6.11 This situation is even more revealing when looking at the distribution of grades with-
in the cohorts of men and women respectively (Figure 6D).
6.12 As Figure 6D demonstrates, from Scientist to Principal Scientist, the profiles of men
scientists of either Part 1 or Part 2 origin were quite similar.There was fairly even dis-
tribution at both the Scientist and Senior Scientist grades, while the proportion of
men at Principal Scientist was 70 percent of the number at Senior Scientist (68 per-
cent in the case of men scientists from Part 2 countries; 73 percent in the case of
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6.13 The corresponding profile for women scientists was quite different. First, the propor-
tion of women at Senior Scientist grade averaged only 66 percent of the number at
the Scientist grade (57 percent in the case of women scientists from Part 2 countries;
76 percent in the case of women scientists from Part 1 countries).
6.14 Second, the proportion of women at Principal Scientist grade averaged only 29 per-
cent of the number at Senior Scientist grade – less than one-half of the correspon-
ding proportion for men scientists. In the case of women scientists from Part 2 coun-
tries, the proportion was only 8 percent; in comparison, the proportion for women
scientists from Part 1 countries was 41 percent.
6.15 This profile is of profound significance to the CGIAR’s potential capacity to recruit
and retain women scientists. As mentioned earlier in this report, the “Diversity in
Action” vision statement identified an organization culture based on a number of
factors including “attracting and retaining the world’s best men and women”.
6.16 The question has to be asked:Would a woman scientist among the “world’s best” be
interested in joining an organization where the classification profile appears as dis-
mal as in Figure 6D? When that profile is put in the context that women scientists
make up only 19 percent of the organization’s career structure for scientists, the like-
ly response is only more obvious.






























6.17 This is not to criticize Centers individually or collectively. Several have made con-
certed efforts to improve gender balance and enhance career development of their
scientists, adopting practices such as leadership training and mentoring programs
that focus on women scientists and scientists from Part 2 countries.
6.18 It is simply a matter of fact: the classification profile of women scientists in the
CGIAR indicates a critical weakness in its ability to attract and develop such scien-
tists. It implies a serious shortage of suitable role models and mentors within the
CGIAR – a critical requirement for attracting and developing high-potential staff. Yet
other studies undertaken on behalf of the CGIAR G&D Program indicate that quali-
fied women scientists exist in all regions.
6.19 As with gender balance across Centers’ entire workforces, the gender balance of the
Scientist staff group also varies from Center to Center. The variability across Centers
is shown in Figure 6E.
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Age profile
6.20 The overall age profile for the scientist career structure appears in Figure 6F. It is not
exceptional; the relatively low proportion of scientists in the 25-34 age group is
probably a consequence of the length of time that is required for completion of a
Ph.D., the typical entry qualification to the Scientist staff group. The sharp reduction
at age 54 reflects typical retirement patterns.
FIGURE 6F Scientist career structure*: age profile
6.21 However, the profile becomes more illuminating when subdivided into the principal
gender and diversity categories (see Figure 6G).
* excluding Post-doctoral Fellows













6.22 As is evident from Figure 6G, the profiles for women of Part 2 origin and men of Part
1 origin were broadly consistent with the “predictable” profile demonstrated in Fig-
ure 6F. However, the profile for women of Part 1 origin was markedly different, with
a very significant decrease from the 35-44 age group onwards. Again, this reinforces
the point made earlier that the paucity of senior women across the CGIAR who
would be able to serve as role models and mentors could result in both recruitment
and retention problems with younger women scientists.
Post-doctoral Fellows
6.23 There were 93 Post-doctoral Fellows in Future Harvest Centers at the time of the
2003 HR Survey. Of these:
 55 (59 percent) were of Part 2 origin,
 38 (41 percent) were of Part 1 origin,
 20 (22 percent) were women, and
 73 (78 percent) were men.
6.24 A number of interesting aspects arise from a more detailed scrutiny of post-doctor-
al fellow staffing.
FIGURE 6G Scientist career structure*: age profile by gender and diversity






























6.25 Of the 20 women fellows, 12 were of Part 1 origin and comprised 32 percent of total
fellows from those countries – considerably superior to the overall 20:80 ratio of
women:men scientists and the overall 22:78 ratio of women:men post-doctoral fel-
lows.
6.26 The remaining eight women were of Part 2 origin. However they comprised only 15
percent of total fellows of Part 2 origin – considerably less than the prevailing ratios
of women to men in this category.
Part 2 Fellows
6.27 As mentioned in 6.23 above, post-doctoral fellows of Part 2 origin comprised 59 per-
cent of total fellows. This was in line with the overall percentage of scientists from
these countries (58 percent).
Conclusions
6.28 Analysis of this core group of staff shows, at the first level, that the overall distribu-
tion of staff by grades is quite reasonable. Similarly, diversity of origin across most
of the grades appears quite appropriate.
6.29 However, the under-representation of women scientists is quite serious. Not only are
women under-represented as a group, they are particularly under-represented at
senior grades. As stated above, this could have serious implications for Centers’ abil-
ities both to attract and develop women scientists. It implies a serious shortage of
suitable role models and mentors – a critical requirement for attracting and devel-
oping high-potential staff. The seriousness of this issue is reinforced by the situation
of women at Center management levels (see Chapter 8). It is also notable that
women post-doctoral fellows from Part 2 countries are significantly under-repre-




7.1 This part of the survey includes data from only 15 of the 16 Future Harvest Centers,
as one had difficulty in providing information about departures prior to the publica-
tion deadline for this report.
Overview
7.2 During the period August 2001 – April 2003, 1900 staff left the 15 Centers – an aver-
age of 95 per month. The two principal reasons for departure were retrenchment (37
percent) and voluntary departure (35 percent). All other reasons (summarized below
in Figure 7A) comprised a further 24 percent, while records were unavailable for 4
percent of departures.
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7.3 As the net loss of staff in this period was 200 (rather than 708, the number of
retrenchments), clearly some Centers were downsizing while others were increasing
in size during the same period.
Turnover
7.4 If the 708 retrenchments are set aside as an “abnormal” staffing action, the “normal”
departures over the 20-month survey would total 1192. This corresponds to an
annual departure rate of 715 people per year, equivalent to about 10 percent of the
total staff of the Centers from whom departure data was received. This would be
regarded as an acceptable rate of turnover.
Gender analysis of departures
7.5 Against the background that men comprised 73 percent of staff and women 27 per-
cent, it is interesting to note that departures during the review period were general-
ly in corresponding proportions (71 percent men, 29 percent women).
7.6 As is evident from Figure 7B, the proportion of men leaving for each reason for
departure was broadly similar to the corresponding proportion of women. The most
notable distinctions were:
(a) voluntary departures accounted for 43 percent of women departures but only 
32 percent of men, and
(b) retrenchment cases accounted for 40 percent of men departures but only 31 
percent of women.
Departures within principal employment categories
7.7 Of the 1900 departures within the survey period:
 IRS accounted for 214 (11 percent),
 RRS accounted for 52 (3 percent), and 
 NRS accounted for 1463 (77 percent).
A further 171 records (9 percent) did not identify the employment conditions of the
former staff member.
7.8 While the absence of employment conditions records for 9 percent of departures
confuses the overall picture, the proportions listed above can be compared with the
corresponding proportions of staff employed in April 2003 in those three categories:
 IRS: 14 percent,
 RRS: 1 percent, and
 NRS: 85 percent.
From this, it appears that there was no significantly disproportionate disadvantage
suffered by any of these three categories.
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FIGURE 7B Reasons for departure: women versus men
Reasons for departure across employment categories
7.9 As is shown in Figure 7C, the principal reasons for IRS departures (other than com-
pleting a post-doctoral fellowship) were voluntary departure (38 percent), non-
renewal of fixed-term contract (32 percent), and retrenchment (8 percent). Similar
reasons were reported for the majority of NRS departures, but in different order of
significance: retrenchment (47 percent), voluntary departure (36 percent), and non-
renewal of contract a distant third (6 percent).
Reasons for voluntary departures
7.10 A particular interest of this survey was to examine the reasons for departures as well
as the scale. Centers were given 12 options for reporting reasons for voluntary depar-
ture, plus the option “not known”:
 personal health issues
 spouse/partner issues
 children or family issues
 to continue education
 insecurity or risk at location
 inadequate career opportunities within home Center
 appointment to another Center
 appointment to another international organization
 appointment to a national research organization
 appointment to a university
 appointment to a private sector organization
 other reason 
 not known
Note that the options presented were not exclusive: Centers could record more than
one option for each departure.
Voluntary departure
Completion of Post-Doc. Fellowship
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Discovering what we don’t know
7.11 Perhaps the most revealing aspect of this part of the survey was that the “not
known” category recorded very high: 29 percent of IRS voluntary departures, 12 per-
cent of RRS departures, and 20 percent of NRS departures. In fairness to the staff in
Centers providing data, many Centers do not seem to have a particular structure for
recording reasons for departure. Consequently it was up to the recollection of the
individual HR staff members of the Centers  to provide answers this question.
7.12 This issue is a strategic one that Centers need to consider individually. The principal
purpose of strategic HR practices is to help an organization attract, develop and
retain good staff. If an organization doesn’t know why over 25 percent of its staff
members are leaving voluntarily, how can it assess the adequacy of its HR practices
directed toward retention?
7.13 To reinforce the significance of the “not known” category, the “other reason” cate-
gory also polled quite high. “Not known” was cited in 14 percent of IRS voluntary
departures, 12 percent of RRS departures and 49 percent of NRS departures.
7.14 Consequently, our understanding of the reasons for voluntary departures during the
survey period is restricted to 56 percent of IRS, 82 percent of RRS (the smallest group),
and only 29 percent of NRS. In view of this situation, further analysis of voluntary
departures was focused on IRS, which are the Centers’ most expensive recruitments.
FIGURE 7C Reasons for departure: IRS, RRS and NRS
Voluntary departure
Completion of Post-Doc. Fellowship
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Why do IRS leave voluntarily?
7.15 The most frequently cited reason for voluntary departure of an IRS was “appointment
to another international organization” (a factor in 24 percent of IRS departures).
There was then a substantial drop to the next most common reasons: “children or
family issues” (9 percent), “appointment to another Center” (7 percent), and
“appointment to university” (6 percent). More detailed results are shown in Figure 7D.
FIGURE 7D Reasons for voluntary departure: IRS
7.16 Within this category, however, there were some apparently notable differences
between the extent to which a reason was cited for men and women respectively, as
shown in Figure 7E.
7.17 As Figure 7E shows, the principal known reason affecting both men’s and women’s
decisions to leave the CGIAR was their appointment to another international organ-
ization.This was equally common for both genders. In terms of distinguishing factors:
 personal health issues were cited in relation to men’s departures but not at all
in relation to women’s departures, while 
 spouse/partner issues were cited in relation to women’s departures but not at
all in relation to men’s departures.
7.18 However it would be unsound to place a high level of reliance on these data. To put
these percentages into perspective, the actual number of instances cited in relation
to men’s personal health was two; the number of instances cited in relation to
women’s spouse/partner issues also was two.
Personal health issues
Spouse/partner issues
Children or family issues
App't to another Center
App't to another international organization
App't to national research organization
App't to university
App't to private sector organization
Other reason 
Not known
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Why are IRS appointments not renewed?
7.19 As an extension of exploring turnover of IRS (as the most expensive appointments),
it was also interesting to analyze the second most significant category of IRS depar-
ture: non-renewal of fixed-term contract. This was the reason for 32 percent of IRS
departures (totaling 68). The options provided in the survey for responses were:
 changes in Center’s science or regional priorities,
 Center financial reasons (downsizing),
 performance deficiencies,
 application of 10-year limit on IRS appointments, and
 other reason.
7.20 Reasons were provided for only 52 cases. In 29 of the 52 explanations, the reason was
“Center financial reasons (downsizing)”. “Other reason” accounted for another 14
explanations. “Performance deficiencies” was only cited twice, and the 10-year rule
applied four times.
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FIGURE 7E Reasons for voluntary departure: IRS women versus IRS men
43
Conclusions
7.21 Departures from the CGIAR during the survey period were due to retrenchment and
normal turnover. However growth in some Centers almost compensated for staff
reductions in others.
7.22 The level of turnover across the CGIAR as a whole seemed healthy, and departures
seemed to be shared approximately pro-rata in relation to gender and employment
conditions, i.e. IRS/RRS/NRS. Women seemed more likely to leave voluntarily than
men and less likely to be retrenched.
7.23 Retrenchment was the principal reason for NRS departures, whereas the proportion
of staff leaving voluntarily was fairly comparable across IRS, RRS and NRS. However,
it seems difficult to acquire comprehensive and meaningful reasons for voluntary
departures and non-renewal of fixed-term contracts. This may reflect a systemic
weakness in Centers’ HR records. If so, this is a significant strategic weakness,














8.1 This chapter deals with the two grades comprising the Center Management staff
group:
 executive staff, comprising Deputy Directors General, Directors of major pro-
grams, and other positions of similar senior rank immediately below Director
General, and
 research program heads, heads of corporate/management services, and Direc-
tors of smaller activities than in the higher grade.
All these staff are employed on IRS conditions.
Trends
8.2 When the 2001 survey was undertaken, staff in the Center Management staff group
totaled 210. In the following 20 months, that number dropped to 146, a decrease of
30 percent.
FIGURE 8A Center Management staff group:
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Diversity
8.3 As explained in Chapter 4, this group was reasonably evenly distributed between
appointees of Part 1 origin and appointees of Part 2 origin. In both grades, the Part 1
appointees occupied about 10 percent more positions than the Part 2 appointees.
Gender
8.4 However, the situation was nowhere as balanced in terms of gender. Of the 52 posi-
tions in the Deputy Director General (and equivalent) grade, only four positions (8
percent) were held by women (two each from Part 1 and Part 2 countries).
8.5 The situation was only slightly better in the lower of the two grades (research pro-
gram heads, etc). Of the 87 positions in this grade, nine positions (10 percent) were
held by women. Women of Part 1 origin held seven positions (8 percent), while
women of Part 2 origin held only two positions (2 percent).
FIGURE 8B
8.6 The most alarming aspect of gender balance in the Center Management staff group
was the 50 percent drop in the number of women holding these grades between
2001 and 2003. This was half again as high as the 32 percent reduction in men in
these grades, leaving women to fill only slightly more than 9 percent of positions in
this staff category.
Center Management staff group:























8.7 While the 2003 HR Survey showed diversity of origin was seemingly quite well bal-
anced across Center management, the fact that women filled only 9 percent of posi-
tions is a matter of serious strategic concern. The survey data does not provide an
explanation of why the reduction of women in the Center Management staff group
was so disproportionately high. This is an operational issue that should be of signifi-
cant concern to Directors General and Boards of Trustees.
8.8 However it is also a significant strategic issue. Without a respectable proportion of
women in Center management positions, how can Centers realistically expect to
achieve the aims of their G&D vision? Coupled with the disappointing data about
representation of women among the more senior grades in the Scientist staff group,
this seriously undermines the CGIAR’s capacity to market itself to leading women












governance of the CGIAR
Directors General
9.1 Of the 16 Directors General, four (25 percent) were of Part 2 origin, and one (6 per-
cent) was a woman.
Boards of Trustees
9.2 There were 188 members of Boards of Trustees across the Centers, including the
Directors General. Thirty one members served on more than one Board.
9.3 Of the 188 members of Boards, 59 percent were of Part 2 origin, and 28 percent were
women. Sixteen percent were women of Part 2 origin.
FIGURE 9A Directors General and Board Members: diversity of origin
9.4 Of the 31 members sitting on more than one Board, 71 percent were of Part 2 ori-
gin and 26 percent were women. Of the women, 19 percent were of Part 2 origin.
Most of the 31 sat on two Boards, while two women and one man sat on three
Boards each.
Part 1 origin Part 2 origin
Director Generals
Board Members
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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FIGURE 9B Directors General and Board Members: gender balance
Observations
9.5 It is surprising to see the relatively limited representation of women and people of
Part 2 origin among Directors General. On the other hand, the small percentage of
women at this level reflected the continuing reduction in the proportion of women
in senior positions, from Principal Scientist upwards.
9.6 The diversity balance across Board members (59 percent of Part 2 origin) was, coin-
cidentally, almost identical to that of the Scientist staff group (58 percent of Part 2
origin). However the gender balance across Boards (28 percent women) was consid-
erably superior to that of the Scientist staff group (20 percent women), and almost
identical to the gender balance across the CGIAR system (27 percent women). Also,
the proportion of women of Part 2 origin among Board members (16 percent) was















Correlation between 2003 staff categories and pre-2003 categories
The following table provides an approximate correlation between the staff groups/grades used in ear-
lier surveys, and the categorization system. Note that the correlation is reasonably close for IRS, but
is less accurate for NRS.
Staff category/position level Corresponding new groups/grades
(2001 and earlier surveys) (2003 Survey)
Internationally Recruited Staff
1  Deputy Directors General Executive staff (i.e. identical)
and Directors
2  Research Program/Admin heads Research Program/Admin heads (i.e. identical)
3  Principal Scientists Principal Scientist
4  Senior Scientists/support Senior Scientist + Science Support Professional Level A +
professionals Corporate Service Manager Level A + Administrator Level A
+ Information Specialist Level A + ICT Services Level A
5 Scientists/support professionals Scientist + Science Support Professional Level B +
Corporate Service Manager Level B + Administrator Level B
+ Information Specialist Level B + ICT Services Level B
6  Associate scientists/ Associate Scientist + Science Support Professional Level C 
professionals + Corporate Service Manager Level C + Administrator Level
C + Information Specialist Level C + ICT Services Level C +
Secretary Level A
7  Post-Doctoral Fellows Post-Doctoral fellow (i.e. identical)
Nationally Recruited Staff
1  Managers/supervisors Corporate Service Manager (all) + Administrator level A + 
Information Specialist Level A + ICT Services Level A
2  Senior researchers (MSc or above) Senior Scientist + Scientist + Associate Scientist +
Science Support Professional Level A
3  Other researchers/technicians Science Support Professional Levels B & C + Science
Support Technician Levels A & B
4  Professional staff (incl. admin, Administrator Levels B & C + Information
finance, IT, bilingual secretaries) Specialist Levels B & C + ICT Services Levels B, C & D + 
Secretary Levels A & B
5  Other admin staff and Secretary Level C + General Services 
support services





As explained in the Introduction, despite substantial efforts by staff across the Centers to
provide the enormous amount of data requested, there were still some incomplete records
(i.e. of individual staff) at the time this report went to press.
Consequently, in the tables presented in this section, there may be some minor variations
in the data between tables. This is due to the effect of the incomplete records. Where pos-
sible, the number of missing records in each analysis is listed in the relevant table.
TABLE 1 Distribution of staff by function and diversity of origin
Staff Group Part 1 origin Part 2 origin Origin Total
unknown
Center management 77 67 2 146
Scientist 386 533 6 925
Science support 49 836 10 895
professional
Science support 4 1382 26 1412
technician
Corporate service 25 182 1 208
manager
Administrator 22 624 6 652
Secretary 33 566 7 606
Information 40 204 7 251
specialist
ICT services 14 172 2 188
General services 11 1499 22 1532
Other 3 445 35 483
Records incomplete 14 333 6 353
Total 678 6843 130 7651
C
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TABLE 2    Distribution of staff by function and gender 
Staff Group Women Men Gender Total
unknown
Center management 13 131 2 146
Scientist 182 740 3 925
Science support
professional 299 589 7 895
Science support
technician 195 1204 13 1412
Corporate service
manager 72 136 - 208
Administrator 326 323 3 652
Secretary 500 101 5 606
Information
specialist 101 148 2 251
ICT services 64 122 2 188
General services 117 1409 6 1532
Other 90 383 10 483
Records
incomplete 98 253 2 353
Total 2057 5539 55 7651
TABLE 3 Distribution of staff by function and employment category 
Staff Group IRS RRS NRS Category Total
unknown
Center management 146 - - - 146
Scientist 762 32 130 1 925
Science support 40 35 819 1 895
professional
Science support 3 - 1406 3 1412
technician
Corporate service 21 18 169 - 208
manager
Administrator 9 - 642 1 652
Secretary - 1 605 - 606
Information 12 5 233 1 251
specialist
ICT services 5 2 181 - 188
General services - - 1529 3 1532
Other 17 1 462 3 483
Records incomplete 18 9 324 2 353
Total 1033 103 6500 15 7651
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TABLE 4 Distribution of staff by employment category, gender and origin
Employment Gender Origin Number Total Category
category (origin) (gender) total
Internationally Men Part 1 392
Recruited Part 2 446
Staff Origin
unknown 3 841




Gender Part 1 2
unknown Part 2 2
Origin
unknown 1 5 1033
Regionally Men Part 1 4
Recruited Part 2 76
Staff Origin
unknown 3 83
Women Part 1 3
Part 2 15 18
Gender Part 2
unknown 2 2 103
Nationally Men Part 1 54
Recruited Part 2 4470
Staff Origin
unknown 80 4604




Gender Part 2 25
unknown Origin
unknown 22 47 6500
Category Men Part 1 1
unknown Part 2 10 11








TABLE 5 Distribution of IRS by diversity of origin
Staff group Grade Part 1 origin Part 2 origin Origin Total
Center DDGs, 29 24 - 53
management Directors, etc
Res. Program 50 43 - 93
Heads, etc
Group total 79 67 - 146
Scientist Principal 72 79 1 152
Scientist
Senior Scientist 101 102 1 204
Scientist 109 80 1 190
Associate 48 74 1 123
Scientist
Post-Doctoral 38 55 - 93
Fellow
Group total 368 390 4 762
Other Group total 58 66 1 125
Grand Totals 505 523 5 1033
TABLE 6 Distribution of Scientist staff group by grade, gender, origin and employment group
Principal Scientist
Gender Origin IRS RRS NRS Category Total
unknown
Men Part 1 63 - - - 63
Part 2 78 - - - 78
Origin 1 - - - 1
unknown
Women Part 1 9 - - - 9
Part 2 1 - - - 1




Gender Origin IRS RRS NRS Category Total
unknown
Men Part 1 81 1 3 1 86
Part 2 92 18 5 - 115
Origin 1 1 - - 2
unknown
Women Part 1 20 1 1 - 22
Part 2 9 2 2 - 13
Gender Part 2 1 - - - 1
unknown
Totals 204 23 11 1 239
Scientist
Gender Origin IRS RRS NRS Category Total
unknown
Men Part 1 82 1 6 - 89
Part 2 67 7 41 - 115
Origin 
unknown - - 1 - 1
Women Part 1 27 - 2 - 29
Part 2 12 1 10 - 23
Origin 1 - - - 1
unknown
Gender Part 2 1 - - - 1
unknown
Totals 190 9 60 - 259
Associate Scientist
Gender Origin IRS RRS NRS Category Total
unknown
Men Part 1 30 - 1 - 31
Part 2 56 - 30 - 86
Women Part 1 18 - 1 - 19
Part 2 18 - 27 - 45
Gender Origin
unknown unknown 1 - - - 1




Gender Origin IRS RRS NRS Category Total
unknown
Men Part 1 26 - - - 26
Part 2 47 - - - 47
Women Part 1 12 - - - 12
Part 2 8 - - - 8
Totals 93 - - - 93
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